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floor today knowing the bill has passed
the United States Senate and will con-
tinue to protect habitat and wildlife
well into the future.∑
f

RECOGNIZING BETTE WAHL

∑ Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize a woman who has
been honored as one of only seven
Americans to receive the National
Crime Prevention Council’s Ameritech
Award of excellence in Crime Preven-
tion.

Bette Wahl is an enthusiastic youth
advocate and a strong voice in the Eau
Claire community for crime preven-
tion. While her words are powerful and
persuasive, her actions prove her dedi-
cation to the youth of Eau Claire, Wis-
consin. Mrs. Wahl is the Project Coor-
dinator for the Eau Claire Coalition for
Youth. The Coalition is a collaboration
of 28 agencies which address the rec-
reational, educational, and social needs
of youth and family. Under Mrs. Wahl’s
guidance, creativity, and energy, the
Coalition has grown and become a true
asset to the community.

Bette Wahl has created innovative
youth crime prevention programs, en-
listing the support of senior citizens in
her community. In 1994, Seniors
Partnering with Youth brought young
and old together to work on service
projects that benefit the community.
This program provides an alternative
activity to crime and delinquency,
helps youth serve the community, and
develops the values of compassion, re-
spect, and responsibility. Bette also
created two pilot youth employment
programs which serve as gang and de-
linquency diversion programs. Through
one of the programs, Youth Works,
young people build self-esteem, pride,
and responsibility.

Bette has displayed her extraor-
dinary passion and skill while develop-
ing effective crime prevention pro-
grams in the Eau Claire community.
Eau Claire’s chief of police, David Ma-
lone, called Bette ‘‘phenomenal’’ say-
ing that ‘‘she seems to have a unique
talent for bringing out the best in peo-
ple and getting them to reach a solu-
tion.’’ She succeeds where others fail
by influencing and inspiring others
with her energy and creativity, thereby
achieving a positive and permanent
change in the crime prevention field.

Bette recognizes that greater com-
munication and integration of services
enables a community to achieve tan-
gible benefits in crime prevention.
Sixty percent of juveniles in her tru-
ancy reduction program experienced an
increase in school attendance; she has
provided community service opportuni-
ties for 369 youth in another program,
and she organizes two youth job fairs
each year to match youth with area
businesses for entry level jobs.

Mrs. Wahl’s hard work in crime pre-
vention encourages youth, adults, busi-
nesses, government agencies, commu-
nity organizations, and schools to par-
ticipate in a community-wide partner-

ship to help Eau Claire’s youth realize
their full potential. On behalf of all
those affected by her work and in
honor of her recent award, congratula-
tions, Bette Wahl.∑
f

RECOGNIZING MR. MORRIS
AMITAY, DISTINGUISHED PRO-
ISRAEL ACTIVIST

∑ Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I was
happy to read a recent article in the
Washington Jewish Week, Guide to
Jewish Life in Washington, 1998–1999,
about Morrie Amitay and his tireless
work toward improving the bonds be-
tween the United States and Israel.

I have known Morrie since my earli-
est days on Capitol Hill and have had
the opportunity to witness many of his
accomplishments. Morrie’s career is in-
deed impressive. During his years at
Harvard Law School, Morrie developed
a strong interest in United States for-
eign policy. This led to a career with
the U.S. Foreign Service, where he
served the U.S. embassies in both Italy
and South Africa. Morrie’s talents were
quickly noted and he was promoted
rapidly. In 1969, Morrie turned his at-
tention to Capitol Hill where he took a
position as a legislative assistant in
the House of Representatives.

In 1974, while working as an aide for
Senator Abraham Ribicoff, Morrie was
instrumental in crafting the Jackson-
Vanik Amendment—part of the Trade
Act of 1974—which provided for an in-
crease of Jewish immigrants from the
then-religiously oppressive Soviet
Union, into the United States.

Another significant achievement of
Morrie’s was to become executive di-
rector of AIPAC, the American Israel
Public Affairs Committee. During
Morrie’s tenure at AIPAC, the political
action committee grew to be one of the
most successful interest groups in
Washington, D.C. His current work in-
volves educating the American Jewish
community on defense issues, and also
strengthening the strategic ties be-
tween the defense establishments of
the United States and Israel. This im-
portant work is accomplished through
his position as vice chairman at the
Jewish Institute for National Security
Affairs.

Mr. President, I am privileged to be a
friend of Morrie Amitay and I am
proud to stand before you today and
recognize his successful career. I offer
congratulations to Morrie and best
wishes for the future.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO PATRICIA HYLTON
∑ Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
rise to commend a former member of
my staff, Patricia Hylton, who has re-
cently been named manager of the
Refuse To Be A Victim program. Trish
was an invaluable member of my office,
and I’m certain that she will be suc-
cessful in making Refuse To Be A Vic-
tim a beneficial program for women
across the country.

While working in my office, Trish be-
came interested in developing crime

awareness and prevention programs for
women. Regrettably, such efforts are
needed. The statistics are frightening.
Seventy-three percent of women will
be victimized at some point in their
lives. Seventy-three percent. One mil-
lion women are stalked each year in
the United States. Figures such as
these call for decisive action.

I am proud to recognize a program
that empowers women with a strategy
to ensure their own personal safety.
Refuse To Be A Victim is a superior
safety tool and thousands of women are
safer because of their participation.
Refuse To Be A Victim is sponsored by
the National Rifle Association. The
program is not, however, about fire-
arms. Instead, Refuse To Be A Victim
offers women the knowledge necessary
to avoid being victimized.

This program is taught throughout
the United States an in my home state
nine men and women instruct hundreds
of North Carolinians each year. I’m
pleased that Trish has committed her-
self to such a worthwhile program. And
I hope that many more American
women will take advantage of this ex-
ceptional learning experience.∑

f

CBO COST ANALYSIS—S. 2361

∑ Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 11, 1998, the Committee on En-
vironmental and Public Works filed
Senate Report 105–326, to accompany S.
2361, the Disaster Mitigation Act of
1998. When the report was filed, the let-
ter and analysis of the cost of the legis-
lation prepared by the Congressional
Budget Office, as required by Section
403 of the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act, was not
available to the committee. That infor-
mation was received on September 29,
1998. Therefore, I request that the let-
ter from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice and cost analysis be placed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, September 29, 1998.

Hon. JOHN H. CHAFEE,
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-

lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional

Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost
estimate for S. 2361, the Disaster Mitigation
Act of 1998.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.
The CBO staff contacts are Kristen Layman
(for federal costs) and Lisa Cash Driskill (for
the state and local impact).

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL,

Director.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST
ESTIMATE, SEPTEMBER 29, 1998

S. 2361: DISASTER MITIGATION ACT OF 1998

(As ordered reported by the Senate Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works on
July 29, 1998)

SUMMARY

S. 2361 would amend the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act to authorize a predisaster mitigation
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program and make changes to the existing
disaster relief program.

S. 2361 would emphasize predisaster miti-
gation in order to reduce the long-run costs
of disasters. If the authorized funding for
mitigation efforts is provided and used judi-
ciously, enactment of this bill could lead to
substantial savings to the federal govern-
ment by reducing the need for future disas-
ter relief funds. CBO cannot estimate the
magnitude of such savings because we can-
not predict either the frequency or incidence
of major natural disasters.

The bill would authorize the appropriation
of $175 million ($35 million a year) over fiscal
years 1998 through 2002 for a predisaster
mitigation program. In addition to these
specified authorizations, other provisions in
S. 2361 would result in changes in discre-
tionary spending, assuming appropriation of
the necessary amounts. In total, CBO esti-
mates that implementing S. 2361 would re-
quire net new appropriations of $585 million
over the 1999–2003 period: $140 million from
the amounts specified in the bill ($175 mil-
lion minus the 1998 authorization of $35 mil-
lion) and $445 million from other provisions.
That spending may be offset by savings in
regular and emergency appropriations for
disaster relief, but CBO cannot estimate the
timing or precise amounts of the potential
savings. Over the next 10 years, such savings
could exceed the $140 million that the bill
would authorize for predisaster mitigation
efforts over fiscal years 1999 through 2002.

S. 2361 also would affect direct spending by
speeding up the disbursement of some exist-
ing disaster relief funds; therefore, pay-as-
you-go procedures would apply. CBO esti-
mates that outlays from such funds would be
$230 million higher in 1999 than they would
be under current law, but that there would
be no net change in direct spending from this
provision over the 1999–2003 period. S. 2361
would affect direct spending in two other
ways that would have no significant budg-
etary impact. It would expand the definition
of public safety officer to include certain fed-
eral and state emergency management per-
sonnel, thereby increasing payments for
death benefits from the public safety officers
program administered by the Department of

Justice. The bill also would raise offsetting
receipts by an estimated $3 million each
year, but that increase would be matched by
higher spending because the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency (FEMA) would be
allowed to spend those receipts without ap-
propriation action.

S. 2361 contains no intergovernmental or
private-sector mandates as defined in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA) and
would significantly benefit the budgets of
state, local, and tribal governments.
DESCRIPTION OF THE BILL’S MAJOR PROVISIONS

Title I would establish a program to pro-
vide financial assistance to state and local
governments for predisaster mitigation ac-
tivities. The predisaster mitigation program
would expire on October 1, 2003. S. 2361 would
require the President to transmit a report to
the Congress that would evaluate efforts to
implement the predisaster hazard mitigation
programs and recommend a process for
transferring greater authority over the pro-
gram to states.

Title I also would remove a yearly cap of
$50,000 per state on the grants that the Presi-
dent makes for improving and maintaining
disaster assistance plans and would increase
the maximum federal contribution for miti-
gation costs from 15 percent to 20 percent.

Title II would combine any expenses not
chargeable to a specific project into a single
category called management costs. It would
direct the President to establish standard
rates for reimbursing states for such costs.

In addition, title II would reduce the fed-
eral government’s share of costs for repair-
ing damaged facilities from 90 percent to 75
percent, but would allow the President the
flexibility to make the contribution as much
as 90 percent if the President determines
that funds will be used for mitigation activi-
ties. Title II would also allow the President
to use the estimated cost of repairing or re-
placing a facility, rather than the actual
cost, to determine the level of assistance to
provide. S. 2361 would establish an expert
panel to develop procedures for estimating
the cost of repairing a facility.

Title II would combine the Temporary
Housing Assistance (THA) and Individual

and Family Grant (IFG) programs into one
program, and would eliminate the commu-
nity disaster loan program, a program that
assists any local government that has suf-
fered a substantial loss of tax revenues as a
result of a major disaster.

Finally, title II would authorize the Presi-
dent to provide assistance to any local gov-
ernment that helps to suppress a fire that
threatens the destruction of public or pri-
vate forests and grasslands.

Title III would expand the definition of
public safety officer to include permanent
employees of FEMA and employees of state
or local emergency management agencies
whose duties are determined to be hazardous
and related to a major disaster. As a result,
more employees would be eligible for death,
disability, and education benefits.

ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

CBO estimates that implementing S. 2361
would result in additional discretionary out-
lays of $582 million over the 1999–2003 period
($137 million from authorizations specified in
the bill and $445 million from other provi-
sions). These costs are likely to be at least
partially offset by future savings resulting
from predisaster mitigation efforts, but CBO
cannot estimate the magnitude or timing of
such savings. S. 2361 would speed up spending
of certain existing funds and would thus af-
fect direct spending. However, we estimate
no net change over the 1999–2003 period from
that timing shift. S. 2361 would also increase
offsetting receipts and direct spending of
such receipts by approximately $3 million
each year from 1999 through 2003.

The estimated budgetary impact of certain
provisions in S. 2361 is shown in the follow-
ing table. The table does not reflect some po-
tential savings and costs from provisions
that may affect discretionary spending but
for which CBO cannot estimate the likely ef-
fects. In particular, we cannot estimate the
potential savings in the costs of future disas-
ter relief from the increased spending on
predisaster mitigation activities that would
be authorized by S. 2361. The costs of this
legislation fall within budget function 450
(community and regional development).

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars]

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION
Spending for Disaster Relief Under Current Law:

Budget Authority/Authorization Level 1 .................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,920 327 335 344 352 361
Estimated Outlays .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,00 2,580 2,060 1,741 1,211 844

Proposed Changes:
Specified Authorization for Predisaster Mitigation:

Authorization Level .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 35 35 35 35 0
Estimated Outlays ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 18 32 35 35 17

Estimated Authorizations:
Authorization Level .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 197 62 62 62 62
Estimated Outlays ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 197 62 62 62 62

Spending for Disaster Relief Under S. 2361:
Estimated Authorization Level ................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,920 559 432 441 449 423
Estimated Outlays .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,000 2,795 2,154 1,838 1,308 923

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING

Estimated Budget Authority .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estimated Outlays ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 230 (2) ¥138 ¥92 (2)

1 The 1998 level is the amount appropriated for that year, including $1.6 billion for an emergency supplemental appropriation provided in Public Law 105–74. The remainder of the 1998 level is the regular appropriation of $320 million.
The levels shown for 1999 through 2003 are CBO baseline projections assuming increases for anticipated inflation. Alternatively, if the comparison were made to a baseline without discretionary inflation, the current law authorization level
would be $320 million each year, but the incremental cost of the bill would be the same.

2 Less than $500,000.

BASIS OF ESTIMATE

For the purposes of this estimate, CBO as-
sumes that S. 2361 will be enacted near the
beginning of fiscal year 1999, and that the
amounts authorized and estimated to be nec-
essary will be appropriated near the start of
each fiscal year.
Spending Subject to Appropriation

S. 2361 contains provisions that would re-
sult in both costs and savings to the federal
government. CBO estimates costs associated
with provisions that would: Authorize appro-
priations for predisaster mitigation, increase

the federal contribution for mitigation costs,
combine the Individual Family Grant pro-
gram and the Temporary Housing Assistance
program, remove a cap on grants for disaster
assistance plans, and increase certain dis-
ability and education benefits by expanding
the definition of public safety officers.

CBO estimates savings associated with pro-
visions that would: Allow the President to
use the estimated cost of repairs rather than
the actual cost, and eliminate the commu-
nity disaster loan program.

CBO cannot estimate the discretionary ef-
fects of provisions that would: Achieve long-
run savings associated with the predisaster
mitigation efforts, encourage provision of fi-
nancial assistance rather than provision of
housing units, establish standardized rates
for reimbursement of management costs,
provide grants for the testing and applica-
tion of hazard identification technologies,
establish a pilot program to determine the
desirability of state administration of parts
of the disaster relief program, and authorize
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the President to provide fire suppression as-
sistance to local governments.

Provisions with Estimated Costs. Under cur-
rent law, 15 percent of the estimated amount
of grants made with respect to a major disas-
ter would be provided to the state for post-
disaster mitigation activities. S. 2361 would
increase this percentage to 20 percent for all
major disasters declared after March 1, 1997.
FEMA spent $332 million for post-disaster
mitigation from March 1, 1997, to August 31,
1998. If the contribution were raised by one-
third, the federal government would make an
additional $111 million in grants for its share
of mitigation activities during this period.
To assess future costs, CBO based its projec-
tion on the average annual amount of such
expenses over the last five calendar years—
$313 million. Using that five-year average,
the rate increase from 15 percent to 20 per-
cent would require increased funding for the
federal contribution of $104 million a year
over the next several years. In total, CBO es-
timates that implementing this provision
would require the appropriation of $655 mil-
lion over the 1999–2003 period: $135 million for
the 1997–1998 period and $520 million for the
1999–2003 period. This estimate assumes that
the funds to pay for the provision would
come from future appropriations.

CBO estimates that combining the Individ-
ual Family Grant program and the Tem-
porary Housing Assistance program would
result in additional costs of approximately
$40 million per year from 1999 through 2003.
Under current law, the federal share for the
IFG program is 75 percent of the actual cost
incurred. Combining the IFG and THA pro-
grams would change the federal match to 100
percent.

CBO estimates that the costs associated
with removing the yearly cap of $50,000 per
state on the grants that are made to states
for improvement of disaster assistance plans
would be about $1 million per year. FEMA
currently provides the maximum $50,000
grant to each state for disaster assistance
planning. Under S. 2361, FEMA would no
longer be bound by the cap and might in-
crease spending on state disaster assistance
programs, although such spending is subject
to appropriation. Additional spending on
state disaster assistance plans could result
in future savings if improving these disaster
plans reduces FEMA’s long-run costs.

S. 2361 would make certain federal and
state emergency management employees eli-
gible for disability and education benefits.
Enacting the legislation could increase pay-
ments of these benefits, assuming appropria-
tion of any necessary amounts. CBO esti-
mates that the effect on discretionary spend-
ing would be less than $500,000 a year because
the number of additional people qualifying
for these benefits would likely be very small.

Provisions with Estimated Savings. CBO esti-
mates that allowing the President to use the
estimated cost of repairing a facility, rather
than the actual cost, to determine the level
of assistance to provide would result in sav-
ings of approximately $56 million per year.
According to FEMA, reliance on the esti-
mated cost rather than the actual cost of re-
pair would reduce the administrative burden
on the agency. S. 2361 would also establish an
expert panel, including representatives from
the construction industry, to develop proce-
dures for estimating the cost of repairing a
facility. If the actual costs of repair are
greater than 120 percent or less than 80 per-
cent of the estimated costs, CBO assumes

that FEMA could receive compensation for
overpayments or provide compensation for
underpayments. Savings from this provision
may be partially offset by the additional
costs of establishing an expert panel, esti-
mating the cost of repairs with more preci-
sion, and evaluating the accuracy of esti-
mates. CBO estimates that this provision
would result in an overall 25 percent reduc-
tion in administrative costs after accounting
for additional costs described above.

Based on data provided by FEMA, CBO es-
timates that eliminating the community dis-
aster loan program would result in savings of
approximately $23 million each year from
1999 through 2003.

Provisions with Effects CBO Cannot Estimate.
The potential budgetary effects of various
provisions of S. 2361 are uncertain because
they depend upon the extent and nature of
future disasters, the manner in which the
Administration would implement certain
provisions, and the extent to which states
would participate in certain programs.

CBO cannot estimate the potential savings
associated with the predisaster mitigation
efforts proposed in this bill. Mitigation ef-
forts could achieve substantial savings if
damages from future disasters are lessened
as a result of the predisaster mitigation
measures provided for in the bill. In addi-
tion, S. 2361 would encourage the provision
of financial assistance to disaster victims for
rental of alternative housing accommoda-
tions rather than directly providing housing
units. CBO expects that this provision would
result in savings, but we cannot estimate the
amount of the savings. Finally, S. 2361 also
would establish standardized reimbursement
rates that would reduce the administrative
burden of compensating states for indirect
costs not chargeable to a specific project.
This provision is also likely to result in
some savings in FEMA’s administrative
costs, but CBO has no basis for estimating
the likely amount of such savings.

In addition, S. 2361 would authorize grants
for 50 percent of the cost of testing new haz-
ard identification technologies (such as im-
proved floodplain mapping technologies) and
would establish a pilot program for the devo-
lution of certain responsibilities to the
states. At this time, CBO cannot estimate
the costs associated with these provisions, or
any potential savings that might later ac-
crue from implementing them.

Finally, based on information from FEMA,
CBO estimates that the provision authoriz-
ing the President to provide additional as-
sistance to local governments for fire sup-
pression would probably have no significant
net budgetary impact. Additional costs for
providing this assistance are likely to be at
least partially offset by administrative sav-
ings; but CBO cannot estimate the precise
net effect of this provision.
Direct Spending

Enacting S. 2361 would affect direct spend-
ing by speeding up the disbursement of funds
that have already been appropriated for post-
disaster mitigation under section 404 of the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act. The bill would allow
the President to use such funds for the
predisaster mitigation program if the funds
are not obligated within 30 months after the
declaration of the disaster for which they
were provided. Based on information from
FEMA, CBO estimates that currently ap-
proximately $460 million would be eligible

for use by the predisaster mitigation pro-
gram under this provision. Under S. 2361,
CBO expects that those funds would be spent
between 1999 and 2001, instead of between 2000
and 2002, as under current law. Outlays
would increase by $230 million in 1999 and
drop by an equal amount over fiscal years
2001 and 2002. The net direct spending effect
of this provision would be zero over the 1999–
2003 period. More funds, in addition to the es-
timated $460 million, could become available
in the future for shifts to predisaster mitiga-
tion activity, but we cannot estimate the
likely amount. Finally, this provision could
lead to an increase in future appropriations
to replenish the disaster relief fund’s re-
sources for post-disaster mitigation, but the
magnitude and timing of any such effect is
uncertain.

In addition, the bill would change the defi-
nition of public safety officer to include per-
manent employees of FEMA and employees
of a state or local emergency management
agency whose duties are determined to be
hazardous and related to a major disaster or
emergency. CBO estimates that any change
in direct spending would be less than $500,000
a year because the number of additional
beneficiaries is likely to be very small.

The bill would expand FEMA’s authority
to sell temporary housing. Under the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997, proceeds from non-
routine asset sales may be counted as a re-
duction in direct spending for pay-as-you-go
purposes only if such sales would entail no
net financial cost to the government. CBO
estimates that the sale of temporary housing
under S. 2361 would not result in a net cost
to the government. Based on data provided
by FEMA detailing the sale of manufactured
homes and trailers, CBO estimates that this
provision would result in increased offsetting
receipts of approximately $3 million each
year. Because the agency could then spend
the new receipts, without appropriation ac-
tion, this provision would have no net effect
on direct spending.

The provision relating to sales of tem-
porary housing would direct the President to
deposit all receipts from such sales into the
disaster relief fund, where they could be
spent without further appropriation. Under
current law, any receipts obtained are depos-
ited into the general fund of the Treasury
(and thus are not available for spending).
This change would result in increased direct
spending related to sales that would occur
under current law. But based on information
from FEMA, CBO estimates that any such ef-
fect would be insignificant because receipts
from sales under existing authority are ex-
pected to be negligible.

PAY-AS-YOU-GO CONSIDERATIONS

The Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act sets up pay-as-you-go proce-
dures for legislation affecting direct spend-
ing or receipts. The net changes in outlays
that are subject to pay-as-you-go procedures
are shown in the following table. The use of
existing unexpended balances for predisaster
mitigation will increase outlays in 1999, but
have no net impact over the next five years.
CBO estimates that other effects on direct
spending would be less than $500,000 a year.
(Enacting the bill would not affect govern-
mental receipts.) For the purposes of enforc-
ing pay-as-you-go procedures, only the ef-
fects in the current year, the budget year,
and the succeeding four years are counted.

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars]

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Changes in outlays .................................................................................................................................... 0 230 0 ¥138 ¥92 0 0 0 0 0 0
Changes in receipts ................................................................................................................................... Not applicable
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ESTIMATED IMPACT ON STATE, LOCAL, AND

TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS

S. 2361 contains no intergovernmental
mandates as defined in UMRA and would sig-
nificantly benefit the budgets of state, local,
and tribal governments. The bill would au-
thorize $175 million over the next five years
to assist in predisaster mitigation projects,
and the percentage of funds available for
post-disaster mitigation activities would be
increased. The 25 percent state matching re-
quirements for individual and family grants
and certain housing assistance would no
longer be required, reducing the burden on
states by an estimated $40 million per year.

The bill would also amend the definition of
public facilities to exclude public golf
courses, making them no longer eligible for
funding under the Stafford Act. In addition,
states or local governments which take
longer than three years after declaration of
a major disaster to file a claim for assistance
would be subject to a potential reduction in
the federal government’s share of their
claim.

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON THE PRIVATE SECTOR

The bill would impose no new private-sec-
tor mandates as defined in UMRA.

PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE

On August 5, 1998, CBO prepared a cost es-
timate for H.R. 3869, the Disaster Mitigation
Act of 1998, as ordered reported by the House
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure on June 25, 1998. H.R. 3869 differs
from S. 2361 in that it would provide higher
authorization levels for the predisaster miti-
gation program and would add new restric-
tions to the funds that a private nonprofit
facility could receive for repair and replace-
ment of damaged facilities. H.R. 3869 does
not contain provisions that would affect fire
suppression assistance and public safety offi-
cer benefits as S. 2361 does. Other differences
in the two bills do not affect the cost esti-
mates.

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs:
Kristen Layman, Impact on State, Local,
and Tribal Governments: Lisa Cash Driskill.

Estimate approved by: Robert A. Sunshine,
Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Analy-
sis.∑

f

EXTENDING THE DATE BY WHICH
AN AUTOMATED ENTRY-EXIT
CONTROL SYSTEM MUST BE DE-
VELOPED

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to the consideration of
S. 2540, introduced earlier today by
Senators ABRAHAM and KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 2540) to extend the date by which

an automated entry-exit control system
must be developed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask unanimous
consent the bill be read the third time
and passed, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the bill appear at
this point in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (S. 2540) was read the third
time and passed, as follows:

S. 2540

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF DATE FOR DEVELOP-

MENT OF AUTOMATED ENTRY-EXIT
CONTROL SYSTEM.

Section 110 of division C of Public Law 104–
208 is amended by striking ‘‘2 years after the
date of enactment of this Act’’ and inserting
‘‘October 15, 1999.

f

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT—S. 1637

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that S. 1637 be
star printed with the changes that are
at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

OCEAN SHIPPING REFORM ACT OF
1998

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask the Chair lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on the bill (S. 414) to amend the
Shipping Act of 1984 to encourage com-
petition in international shipping and
growth of United States exports, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S.
414) entitled ‘‘An Act to amend the Shipping
Act of 1984 to encourage competition in
international shipping and growth of United
States exports, and for other purposes’’, do
pass with the following amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Ocean Shipping
Reform Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise expressly provided in this
Act, this Act and the amendments made by this
Act take effect May 1, 1999.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE SHIPPING
ACT OF 1984

SEC. 101. PURPOSE.
Section 2 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46

U.S.C. App. 1701) is amended by—
(1) striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon in para-

graph (2);
(2) striking ‘‘needs.’’ in paragraph (3) and in-

serting ‘‘needs; and’’;
(3) adding at the end thereof the following:
‘‘(4) to promote the growth and development

of United States exports through competitive
and efficient ocean transportation and by plac-
ing a greater reliance on the marketplace.’’.
SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.

Section 3 of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46
U.S.C. App. 1702) is amended by—

(1) striking ‘‘the government under whose reg-
istry the vessels of the carrier operate;’’ in para-
graph (8) and inserting ‘‘a government;’’;

(2) striking paragraph (9) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(9) ‘deferred rebate’ means a return by a
common carrier of any portion of freight money
to a shipper as a consideration for that shipper
giving all, or any portion, of its shipments to
that or any other common carrier over a fixed
period of time, the payment of which is deferred
beyond the completion of service for which it is
paid, and is made only if the shipper has agreed
to make a further shipment or shipments with
that or any other common carrier.’’;

(3) striking paragraph (10) and redesignating
paragraphs (11) through (27) as paragraphs (10)
through (26);

(4) striking ‘‘in an unfinished or semifinished
state that require special handling moving in lot
sizes too large for a container,’’ in paragraph
(10), as redesignated;

(5) striking ‘‘paper board in rolls, and paper
in rolls.’’ in paragraph (10) as redesignated and
inserting ‘‘paper and paper board in rolls or in
pallet or skid-sized sheets.’’;

(6) striking ‘‘conference, other than a service
contract or contract based upon time-volume
rates,’’ in paragraph (13) as redesignated and
inserting ‘‘agreement’’;

(7) striking ‘‘conference.’’ in paragraph (13)
as redesignated and inserting ‘‘agreement and
the contract provides for a deferred rebate ar-
rangement.’’;

(8) by striking ‘‘carrier.’’ in paragraph (14) as
redesignated and inserting ‘‘carrier, or in con-
nection with a common carrier and a water car-
rier subject to subchapter II of chapter 135 of
title 49, United States Code.’’;

(9) striking paragraph (16) as redesignated
and redesignating paragraphs (17) through (26)
as redesignated as paragraphs (16) through (25),
respectively;

(10) striking paragraph (17), as redesignated,
and inserting the following:

‘‘(17) ‘ocean transportation intermediary’
means an ocean freight forwarder or a non-ves-
sel-operating common carrier. For purposes of
this paragraph, the term—

‘‘(A) ‘ocean freight forwarder’ means a person
that—

‘‘(i) in the United States, dispatches ship-
ments from the United States via a common car-
rier and books or otherwise arranges space for
those shipments on behalf of shippers; and

‘‘(ii) processes the documentation or performs
related activities incident to those shipments;
and

‘‘(B) ‘non-vessel-operating common carrier’
means a common carrier that does not operate
the vessels by which the ocean transportation is
provided, and is a shipper in its relationship
with an ocean common carrier.’’;

(11) striking paragraph (19), as redesignated
and inserting the following:

‘‘(19) ‘service contract’ means a written con-
tract, other than a bill of lading or a receipt, be-
tween one or more shippers and an individual
ocean common carrier or an agreement between
or among ocean common carriers in which the
shipper or shippers makes a commitment to pro-
vide a certain volume or portion of cargo over a
fixed time period, and the ocean common carrier
or the agreement commits to a certain rate or
rate schedule and a defined service level, such
as assured space, transit time, port rotation, or
similar service features. The contract may also
specify provisions in the event of nonperform-
ance on the part of any party.’’; and

(12) striking paragraph (21), as redesignated,
and inserting the following:

‘‘(21) ‘shipper’ means—
‘‘(A) a cargo owner;
‘‘(B) the person for whose account the ocean

transportation is provided;
‘‘(C) the person to whom delivery is to be

made;
‘‘(D) a shippers’ association; or
‘‘(E) an ocean transportation intermediary, as

defined in paragraph (17)(B) of this section,
that accepts responsibility for payment of all
charges applicable under the tariff or service
contract.’’.
SEC. 103. AGREEMENTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF

THE ACT.
(a) OCEAN COMMON CARRIERS.—Section 4(a)

of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 U.S.C. App.
1703(a)) is amended by—

(1) striking ‘‘operators or non-vessel-operating
common carriers;’’ in paragraph (5) and insert-
ing ‘‘operators;’’;
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